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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be tinnely flied 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)IEI Responsive to communiGatlon(s) filed on 13 November 2007 , 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)l3 This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonrial matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Clajm(s) 1,3-7, 10-13, 16-1 8 and 20-25 is/are rejected. 
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8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction Is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1, 3-7, 10-13, 16-18, 20-25 are pending. Claims 2, 8-9, 14-15, 26-29 are 
canceled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, 
If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1,3-7,10-13,16-18,20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shakib et al (US 5,752,025) and Yoshiyama et al (US 
200210120617) and US 2001100156428 issued to Kimberly Lynn Gajda at al 
(Gajda") and Wilkes et al (US 2003,0088739). 

As per claim 1 Shakib teaches: 

sorting and categorizing a first set of columns within a view of the database at co1 .3, 
lines 65, bridging to, co1 .4, line 3 and Figure 5 (database view); 
and the second set of columns is visible as collapsed data (column 8, lines 16-30, user 
view attribute column indicates row which are not visible and collapsed). 
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Shakib does not explicitly teach marking a second set of columns within the view as 
if the second set of columns were already sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting 
and categorizing of the second set of columns, the second set of columns including all 
columns exclusive of the first set of columns and sorting and categorizing at least one 
column of the second set of columns in response to performing a query on the at least 
one column .... Yoshiyama does teach this limitation at (parg. 35 lines 6-15, determining 
whether an index satisfies retrieval conditions. If an index does not exist which satisfies 
the retrieval conditions a new index is generated. Any column which was not indexed is 
defacto marked as being indexed. Yoshiyama teaches an index. The columns which 
were not indexed is the marking the second set of columns. When the retrieval 
conditions are not met after a comparison of the index a new index is generated) and 
sorting and categonzing at least one column of the second set of columns in response 
to performing a query on the at least one column (at parg. 35) to speed up data 
retrieval. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Shakib with marking a second set of columns within the view as if 
the second set of columns were already sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting 
and categorizing of the second set of columns, the second set of columns including all 
columns exclusive of the first set of columns and sorting and categorizing at least one 
column of the second set of columns in response to performing a query on the at least 
one column .... speed up data retrieval as described by Yoshiyama (parg. 10), 

Shakib teaches a database. Shakib and Yoshiyama do not explicitly teach a non- 
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relational database. Gajda does teach a non-relational database (at paragraph 2, lineS ) 
as an important tool for storage and management of information for businesses. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Shakib and Yoshiyama with a non-relational database for storage and management of 
information for businesses (paragraph 2, lines 1-2). 

Shakib and Yoshiyama and Gajda do not explicitly teach ... assigning the first set of 
columns to a portion of a cache and ... in another portion of the cache Wilkes does 
teach this limitation at parg. 62, 64 and fig. 2. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the cited references to 
improve the rate at which the insertion point in the cache metadata structure may be 
foundatparg. 65, lines 1-3. 

As per claim 3 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 

including establishing a mini-index indexing the at least one column of the second set of 

columns at parg. 46, lines 11-17 (new index). 

As per claim 4 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 
including accessing the mini-index to provide increased performance at parg. 46, lines 
11-17 (new index). 

As per claim 5 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches 

: including monitoring parameters of the mini-index, and as a result, performing one of 

deleting, updating, and recreating the mini-index at parg. 46, lines 11-17. 
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As per claim 6 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 
wherein the parameters include at least one of a number of sorted columns, a number 
of categorized columns, a number of records that can be accessed in a view, an 
average number of records per category, and an average number of records per 
hierarchy at parg. 46, lines 15-17. 

As per claim 7 Shakib teaches: 

sorting and categorizing a first set of columns within a view of the ... database at col.3, 
lines 65, bridging to, col .4, line 3, Figure 5, database view); 

and the second set of columns is visible as collapsed data (column 8, lines 16-30, user 
view attribute column indicates row which are not visible and collapsed). 

Shakib does not explicitly teach marking a second set of columns within the view as 
if the second set of columns were already sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting 
and categorizing of the second set of columns, the second set of columns including all 
columns exclusive of the first set of columns and sorting and categorizing at least one 
column of the second set of columns in response to performing a query on the at least 
one column... Yoshiyama does teach this limitation (at parg. 35 lines 6-15 
determining whether an index satisfies retrieval conditions. If an index does not exist 
which satisfies the retrieval conditions a new index is generated. Any column which was 
not indexed is defacto marked as being indexed. Yoshiyama teaches an index. The 
columns which were not indexed is the marking the second set of columns. When the 
retrieval conditions are not met after a comparison of the index a new index is 
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generated) and sorting and categorizing at least one column of the second set of 
columns in response to performing a query on the at least one column ... (at parg. 35, 
determining whether an index satisfies retrieval conditions. If an index does not exist 
which satisfies the retrieval conditions a new index is generated) to speed up data 
retrieval at parg. 10. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine Shakib with teach marking a second set of columns 
within the view as if the second set of columns were already sorted and categorized 
prior to actual sorting and categorizing of the second set of columns, the second set of 
columns including all columns exclusive of the first set of columns and sorting and 
categorizing at least one column of the second set of columns in response to performing 
a query on the at least one column... to speed up data retrieval as described by 
Yoshiyama (at parg. 10). 

Shakib teaches a database. Shakib and Yoshiyama do not explicitly teach a non- 
relational database. Gajda does teach a non-relational database at paragraph 2, Iine3 
as an important tool for storage and management of information for businesses. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Shakib and Yoshiyama with a non-relational database for storage and management of 
information for businesses (paragraph 2, lines 1-2). 

Shakib and Yoshiyama and Gajda do not explicitly teach ... including maintaining the 
first set of columns in a portion of cache and ... including maintaining the at least one 
column of the second set of columns in another portion of cache Wilkes does teach this 
limitation at parg. 62, 64 and fig. 2. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art at the time of the invention to combine the cited references to improve the rate at 
which the insertion point in the cache metadata structure may be found at parg. 65. 

As per claim 10 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 
establishing a mini-index indexing the at least one column of the second set of columns 
at parg. 46, lines 11-17 (new index). 

As per claim 11 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 
including accessing the mini-index to provide increased performance at parg 46, lines 
11-17 (new index). 

As per claim 12 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 
including monitoring parameters of the mini-index, and as a result, performing one of 
deleting, updating, and recreating the mini-index at parg. 46, lines 11-17. 
As per claim 13 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 
wherein the parameters include at least one of a number of sorted columns, a number 
of categorized columns, a number of records that can be accessed in a view, an 
average number of records per category, and an average number of records per 
hierarchy at parg. 46, lines 15-17. 

As per claim 16 same as claim arguments above and Wilkes teaches: 
... further including sizing the portion of cache depending on the size of the at least one 
column of the second set of columns. Wilkes does teach this limitation at parg. 62, 64 
and fig. 2. 
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As per claim 17, same as claim arguments above and Shakib teaches: 
... permits clients to see the second set of columns and to issue a query on the at least 
one column of the second set of columns (at column 3, lines 43-49, remaining set of 
fields are used for viewing and sorting and column 4, line 1, indexes are created based 
upon user demand). 

Claim 18 is rejected based on the same rationale as claim 1 and Wilkes teaches ... 
including a component to sort and categorize the at least one column of the second set 
in a portion of a cache and assign the first set of columns to another portion of the 
cache. Wilkes does teach this limitation at parg. 62, 64 and fig. 2 
As per claim 20 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 
establishing a mini-index indexing the at least one column of the second set of columns 
at parg. 46, lines 11-17. 

As per claim 21, same as claim arguments above and Shakib teaches; 

Including a component to access the mini-index by a server ( column 4, lines 42-49). 

As per claim 22 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 

monitor parameters of the mini-index, and as a result, performing one of deleting, 

updating, and recreating the mini-index at parg. 46, lines 11-17. 

As per claim 23 same as claim arguments above and Yoshiyama teaches: 

wherein the parameters include at least one of a number of sorted columns, a number 

of categorized columns, a number of records that can be accessed in a view, an 

average number of records per category, and an average number of records per 

hierarchy at parg. 46, lines 15-17. 
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As per claim 24, same as claim arguments above and Shakib teaches: 
... permits clients to see the second set of columns and to issue a query on the at least 
one column of the second set of columns (at column 3, lines 43-49, remaining set of 
fields are used for viewing and sorting and column 4, line 1 , indexes are created based 
upon user demand). 

Claim 25 is rejected based on the same rationale as claim 1 . 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments, see page 19, (vi) of the After Final, filed November 13, 
2007, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1,3-7,10-13,16-18,20-25 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shakib et al (US 5,752,025) and Yoshiyama 
et al (US 200210120617) and US 2001 100156428 issued to Kimberly Lynn Gajda at al 
(Gajda") and Wilkes et al (US 2003,0088739) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of a different interpretation 
of a previously applied reference. 

5. Applicant argues no proper combination of the applied references discloses or 
suggests marking a second set of columns within the view as if the second set of 
columns were already sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting and categorizing 
the second set of columns. Examiner finds Yoshiyama does teach this limitation similar 
to the Applicant's claim language. Yoshiyama at paragraph 35, lines 6-15 teaches an 



Application/Control Number: Page 10 

10/644,295 

Art Unit: 2167 

index and determining whether an index satisfies retrieval conditions. If an index does 
not exist which satisfies the retrieval conditions a new index is generated. Those 
columns not indexed is similar to marking a second set of columns. 

6. Applicant argues Yoshiyama does not "mention marking a second set of columns 
within a view of a database as if the second set of columns were already sorted and 
categorized pnor to actual sorting and categorizing the second set of columns. As 
required by the claimed invention and indeed the terms "marking" and "view" are no 
where to be found in the noted passages." Applicant argues "Yoshiyama does not 
explicitly teach a view of the database". Examiner finds Shakib teaches database view 
at Figure 5. Yoshiyama at paragraph 35, lines 6-15 teaches "marking a second set of 
columns within a view of a database as if the second set of columns were already 
sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting and categorizing the second set of 
columns..." as determining whether an index satisfies retrieval conditions. If an index 
does not exist which satisfies the retrieval conditions a new index is generated. Any 
column which was not indexed is defacto marked as being indexed. 

7. Applicant argues "in the Response to Arguments section the Final Office Action , 
the Examiner asserts that "not indexing " is similar to marking and/or not indexing" is 
marking by default, and that Yoshiyama therefore teaches the recited marking.". 
Applicant argues that Yoshiyama's "not indexing" is not inherent, Yoshiyama at 
paragraph 35, lines 6-15 teaches "marking a second set of columns within a view of a 
database as if the second set of columns were already sorted and categorized prior to 
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actual sorting and categorizing the second set of columns" as determining whether an 
index satisfies retrieval conditions. If an index does not exist which satisfies the retrieval 
conditions a new index is generated. Any column which was not indexed is defacto 
marked as being indexed. Yoshiyama teaches an index. The columns which were not 
indexed is the marking the second set of columns. When the retrieval conditions are not 
met after a comparison of the index a new index is generated. 



8. Applicant argues "the rejection is improper because it does not address the 
language of the claims, and because it is concluspry. Applicant argues the Examiner's 
explanation does not address the actual claim language of the claims." Specifically, the 
explanation fails to consider or address "marking as if the second set of columns were 
already sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting and categorizing. Examiner 
provided a response to the Applicants* arguments in the Final Office Action dated 
September 1 1 , 2007 on page 2, lines 3-1 5. 

9. Applicant argues the rejection is improper because it is conclusory and does not 
set forth articulated reasoning to support the holding of obviousness. Applicant 
indicates that the Final Office action (page 2, 5) with regard to marking a second set of 
columns within the view as if the second set of columns were already sorted and 
categorized prior to actual sorting and categorizing the second set of columns are 
unsupported assertions of inherency. . Yoshiyama at paragraph 35, lines 6-1 5 teaches 
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"marking a second set of columns within a view of a database as if the second set of 
columns were already sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting and categorizing 
the second set of columns" as determining whether an index satisfies retrieval 
conditions. If an index does not exist which satisfies the retrieval conditions a new index 
is generated. Any column which was not indexed is defacto marked as being indexed. 
Yoshiyama teaches an index. The columns which were not indexed is the marking the 
second set of columns. When the retrieval conditions are not met after a comparison of 
the index a new index is generated. 



10. Applicant argues the there is no motivation to combine the references (Shakib 
and Yoshiyama). In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case. 
Shakib teaches sorting and categorizing a first set of columns within a view of the 
database at col/.3, lines 65, bridging to, col.4, line 3 and Figure 5 (database view) and 
the second set of columns is visible as collapsed data (column 8, lines 16-30, user view 
attribute column indicates row which are not visible and collapsed). Shakib does not 
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explicitly teach marking a second set of columns within the view as if the second set of 
columns were already sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting and categorizing of 
the second set of columns, the second set of columns including all columns exclusive of 
the first set of columns and sorting and categorizing at least one column of the second 
set of columns in response to performing a query on the at least one column .... 
Yoshiyama does teach this limitation (at parg. 35 lines 6-15, index, as any column not 
indexed is similar to the marked as being indexed) to speed up data retrieval at parg 10 
and sorting and categorizing at least one column of the second set of columns in 
response to performing a query on the at least one column) to speed up data retrieval. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Shakib with marking a second set of columns within the view as if the second set 
of columns were already sorted and categorized prior to actual sorting and categorizing 
of the second set of columns, the second set of columns including all columns exclusive 
of the first set of columns and sorting and categorizing at least one column of the 
second set of columns in response to performing a query on the at least one column 
....to speed up data retrieval as described by Yoshiyama (at parg. 10). 

1 1 . Applicant argues there is not reasonable expectation of success regarding 
Shakib and Yoshiyama. Both Shakib and Yoshiyama are in the same area of art. Shakib 
discloses a categorization table and sorting using an index. Yoshiyama discloses an 
index and generating additional index if retrieval condition are not met. One skilled in 
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the art at the time the invention was made would have had a reasonable expectation of 
success regarding combining Yoshiyama with Shakib. 

12. Applicant argues the proposed modification of Shakib in view of Gajda is . 
improper and has no reasonable expectation of success, Shakib and Yoshiyama. Both 
Shakib and Yoshiyama are in the same area of art. Shakib discloses a categorization 
table and sorting using an index. Yoshiyama discloses an index and generating 
additional index if retrieval condition are not met. One skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have had a reasonable expectation of success regarding 
combining Yoshiyama with Shakib. Gajda is in the same area of art as both Shakib and 
Yoshiyama. Gajda discloses both relational and non-relational databases and an index 
manager at paragraph 26 and Figure 10. One skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made would have had a reasonable expectation of success with regard to 
combining the non-relational database with Shakib and Yoshiyama. 

13. Applicant argues prior art of record does not teach the second set of columns is 
visible as collapsed data. Examiner agrees with Applicant that Yoshiyama does not 
teach the second set of columns are visible as collapsed data. However, upon further 
consideration, Shakib does teach this at column 8, lines 16-30, as user view attribute 
column indicates row which are not visible and are collapsed. 
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Contact Information 



14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Susan F. Rayyan whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1675. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 7:30-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on 571-272-7079. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto,gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





